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and deliberates and a verdict is delivered, and the accused is pronounced "guilty" or "not guilty." But the fact of his guilt is evidently different from the fact of carbon dioxide. Probably seven jurors have believed he is guilty and five have believed him innocent, whereas it is impossible by a vote among scientists to pronounce a substance carbon monoxide or carbon dioxide. In strictly scientific terms, the "fact" of his guilt would be no more than a fair surmise or hypothesis, on fairly ample or insufficient grounds. The difference is that the natural scientist can reserve judgment on a piece of substance or a phenomenon, whereas in human affairs a decision, a choice, has to be made at a given date.
Again in human affairs, an individual fact may be ascertained or established scientifically, but a social fact is always an inference, like the jury's verdict of "guilty" or "not guilty." Of course, if a man commits a murder in Times Square and he is caught in the act, that is a fact, even a scientific fact. Unfortunately, the "facts" which our diplomats and experts tell us they "have" are not of this order, but are primarily judgments and evaluations of great social forces of a highly complex nature. Such facts are always many-sided and multi-coloured and open to the most diverse interpretations.
But we are confused; we dare not trust ourselves. Who dares challenge the experts' opinions on India, or on the handling of North African affairs? Is Ghandi an appeaser, or is he a saint? Were the French people of North Africa for Darlan or De Gaulle? How can we people ever know? Is it not the part of wisdom to reserve judgment? No, the people's instinct is always right, for the people always rely on first principles. For nothing is plain in this world except first principles. Furthermore, there are no facts of history that any man ever comprehends in their entirety. Listen to Robert Murphy an4 to a correspondent from